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Mr, Mark Zaid 
16 Brichwood Park u ourt 
Jericho, N.Y. 11753 

Dear **ark, 

You have every reason to be proud of your higher honors on your thesis. I'm sure 
Vrone also will be glad to hear this. I'll let him know* 

First, another caution* you are about to enter a period of your life that will 
require great amounts of time and effort and you defeat yourself if you do not find all 
the time and effort it should have. So, don't get involved in all the projects you out- 
line and find you do not have enougn time to do anything well. 

I have read Garrison® book and do not want to comment on it. However, it also gives 
me an opportunity to repeat something I told you before* you have to know more than you 
knpw or have been able to learn to be making judgements. Take Garrison/s book, for 
example. Suppose he angles what he says, eliminates what is uncongenial to his arguemant 
or his own past. How could yip know? Ian' t this really true about all the recent books? 

OK, you are going to make a study of the discrepancies involving JFK's brain^. What 
will you have when you are finished, assuming you can do all you'd like to do? Is it 
just something to do or can you do something meaningful with your finished product? 

You are going to be a lawyer, 30 let me resume with your leaning to Roden's 
theory of faked film. Even hear of William of Occam? Or the novel based on his and his 
philosophy, Occam's flavor? I go with ccam: seek the simplest solutions. Well, what do the 
films Groden claims were faked show or do? Do they support the Official mythology? Did 
Y not use that and the related evidence to demolosh the official mythology. (I'm assume 
that you finally got around to reading Post Mortem.) They do not, obviously. So, a la 
Occam, why in the world would errant officials fake film that destroy the story they base 
oA it? Does it make any sense at all? 


Essentially, all of these things and theories and, I suspect, your coming study 
of brain discrepancies, are diversion. Maybe intellectual games for those involved. But 
what can they mean, what can they say that is new, how can they shed new light on what 
is not new? Or, what good can or will it do? 


Last I heard of Bowron she was in LA and I'm l^ot 100^ sure of that. But you purpose, 
to speak yo her about Lifton' s theories. If you don p t know enough to know thatwould be 
a waste of time you don t know enough to do any real research or make any real studies. 
Lifton' s theories can't withstand critical analyses to anyone with any knowledge of the 
subject matter and the literature that is dependable, including also the undependable he 
does base part of his theory on. ^on't go for the flashes and for a lawyer that can be 
disasterous. Y 0 u are seeking only the spectacular and that will get you nowehere and do 

no good at all. r t 
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The only thing<you've mentioned to this point /a study of the legalities in the 
case against Oswald. But ought not a lawyer have another consideration in mind other than 
those you mention? How about what of the alleged evidence could have been used against him? 
c ould he have been tried at all? You mention the lineups. Do you expect to add anything 
of substance to what is in my first book? 

I know nothing about Oswald' s dealings OIF ANY— with the ScSeitzer W ollege. Again, 
what do you hope to be able to establish and what can it mean? 

You ask me if I know anything about Dover's attempts to infiltrate the CIA. No. Do 
you know that it happened or is this just another of the many wild, gooses you chase? The 
area of Oswald and any intelligence connections is a good one bupwhat do you know to begin 
with and what makes you tin nk- that if any agency had any records' they still exist? Of if 
they did would disclose them?... I would not dream of amx making any suggestion^ of areas 
for you to look into because you've already gotten interested in too many yotf not be able 
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